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the marriage was celebrated in England between British sub-
jects;1 nothing less than domicil is sufficient, even though
the parties are foreigners who were married abroad. Neither
residence, nor nationality, nor the submission of the respondent
to the proceedings2 suffices to render a court competent. A
decree of divorce granted by a court of any country which is not
the bona fide and true domicil of the parties is valueless in
England (unless indeed its effectiveness is recognized by the
lex domkilii)? and if relied upon here as a justification for a
second marriage may lead to a prosecution for bigamy.4
ah decrees     The law of the domicil in this connexion means the system
rccT^ °f ^aw t^iat WOUW be regarded as applicable by the courts of the
duL&m domicil.5 This is one of the few cases in which the doctrine of
also recog- ren^0i finds a place in English law. A decree of divorce obtained
a country foreign to the domicil, upon a ground that would
be insufficient by the internal law of the domicil but which is
recognized as valid by the private international law of the
domicil, is effectual in England. Or, to put it in another way,
if the court of the domicil recognizes the jurisdiction of a court
in another country, a decree given by the latter is valid in
England.6 The question arose in Armitage v/ A.-GJ
The English wife of an American citizen domiciled in New York,
after residing for 90 days in South Dakota, obtained a decree of divorce
from the court of that State on the ground of her husband's desertion.
Bater, [1906] P. 209; Le Mesurier v. Le Mesurier, [1895] A.C. 517; Lankester
v. Lankcsier, [1925] P. 114.
1	Harvey v. Farnie, supra. In Lollefs Case (1812), 2 Cl. & F. 567 (N), it was
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3	Armhage v. A.-G., supra, discussed infra.
4	Green v. Great, [1893] p- 89J Trial of Earl Russell, [1901] A.C. 446.
5	Armitage v. A.-G.9 [i 906] P. 13 5, criticized by J. H. C. Morris, 24 Canadian
Bar Review, 73; replied to 25 Canadian Bar Review. 226 et seqq. (Raphael
Tuck).	^
* Perinv. Ptrin, [1950] SX.T. 51; McKay v. Walls, [1951] S.L.T. (Notes
of Recent Decisions) 6 (Scotland).	7 [1906] P. 135.

